


















Using School COP
A Guide for School Administrators and Safety Personnel

7

Of course, you may already know what the serious discipline and crime problems are in your school(s). 
However, School COP will help you determine accurately and document just how widespread each 
problem is and what are the principal characteristics.

Once you have identified the discipline or crime problems in your school(s), you will need to prioritize 
them, since it is unlikely you have the time or resources to tackle all of them at once. In selecting a 
problem or problems to focus on first, you may want to take the following considerations into account: 

 ◾ The nature and severity of the damage the problem is causing, such as whether and to what 
extent it:

 — Physically harms other students or teachers (e.g., assaults)

 — Creates fear among other students or teachers (e.g., bullying) 

 — Costs money (e.g., vandalism)

 — Disrupts normal activities (e.g., false fire alarms)

 ◾ The extent of community and parental concern about the problem and the degree of support that 
is likely to exist for addressing it

 ◾ Interest among teachers, other staff, and students in addressing the problem 

 ◾ The potential for reducing the severity of the problem

Analysis
This phase in the SARA process involves three steps: determining what is causing the problem, enlisting 
help in analyzing the problem, and identifying individuals with a personal stake (“stakeholders”) in 
seeing the problem addressed.

Determine What Is Causing the Incidents

You will not be able to develop a tailor-made response to the problem unless you know what is causing 
it or permitting it to occur. However, there is usually a temptation to skip this phase of the SARA model 
because the nature of the problem may seem obvious, there may be considerable pressure to address it 
immediately, and analyzing it may not only take time but also require hard work. If you skip the analysis 
step, you risk wasting valuable resources on a problem that is not serious (or, worse, does not even exist) 
or implementing a strategy that is ineffective, because it does not address factors that contribute to 
the problem or has no chance of reducing the severity of the problem. In addition to being ineffective, 
the implemented strategy may be considerably more expensive than a strategy that would have been 
implemented if the analysis step had not been skipped. 
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To determine what is causing the misconduct or crime in schools, it is important to find out as much as 
possible about three elements—known as The Crime Triangle—associated with most misconduct and 
criminal behavior: 

 ◾ The offender(s) who are breaking the rules or committing the crime—in particular, why the 
individuals are engaging in the behavior

 ◾ The victim(s) (unless the problem does not involve a victim, as with graffiti, tobacco use, drug 
possession, or truancy)—for example, to learn whether repeat victims are involved or if the 
victims are doing something that places them in harm’s way

 ◾ The location where the misconduct or crime is taking place and its timing—for example, to 
determine whether certain types of incidents are clustered in a particular location or locations 
and identify whether and how these locations may be conducive to allowing these incidents to 
occur

Identify Resources that Can Help Analyze the Problem

A number of resources can assist you in getting the information about the problem that will enable you 
to analyze it properly, including the following: 

 ◾ School COP can provide a wealth of data that you can obtain through searches, graphic displays, 
and mapping, ranging from finding out with whom a student has been misbehaving to tracking 
repeat victimization.

 ◾ Police officers assigned to schools, such as School Resource Officers, have often been trained in 
the SARA or other problem solving approaches. Consult with them. If these individuals do not 
have training in problem solving, it may be possible to confer with other local law enforcement 
officers—especially juvenile officers—who specialize in using problem solving to address specific 
crime problems.

 ◾ Implement one of the many published crime environment surveys to systematically assess the 
physical environment of the locations where the incidents are occurring.

 ◾ Interview the offending students and their victims. For example, the offending students may 
provide important information about how they select their victims or choose locations for their 
misconduct or criminal behavior.

 ◾ Interview other school staff or individuals (e.g., bus drivers, custodial staff, or local 
businesspeople) that may have information about the problem. 
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Assessment 
School administrators and safety personnel may be reluctant to evaluate their efforts. They may lack 
the time or expertise, be concerned about confidentiality, or be apprehensive that the results may show 
that their efforts have failed. However, assessing an initiative’s success is essential for determining whether 
to continue, revamp, or jettison it. In addition, many supervisors, including superintendents and school 
committees, want convincing evidence that a school’s efforts to address a disciplinary or crime problem 
have succeeded.

To evaluate a problem-solving initiative, it is first necessary to establish the objectives the effort is designed 
to achieve. These objectives need to be specific and measurable. Often, it may appear that the objectives 
are obvious—eliminate bullying, for example. However, rarely are the objectives as clear-cut as they 
may first seem. First, it is important to realize that problem-solving efforts rarely result in the total 
elimination of a problem. Second, assessing the impact of a problem-solving effort may require using 
nontraditional measures for determining effectiveness. For example, with regard to bullying you might 
identify at least five different types of positive results:

 ◾ Reduce the number of incidents involving bullying

 ◾ Less serious or less harmful incidents

 ◾ Quicker discontinuation of the behavior by offending students

 ◾ Improved methods of handling of bullying incidents by school personnel

 ◾ School personnel who are better equipped to handle bullying problems in the future

Below are several illustrations of specific measures that would demonstrate whether an effort to address 
bullying has been effective. 

 ◾ There have been four bullying incidents during the past three months compared with 10 
incidents during the previous three months.

 ◾ Before the problem-solving effort was initiated, eight of 10 students victimized by bullies over the 
previous six months were bullied again within a two-month period. Since the effort was initiated 
four months ago, only one of four victimized students has reported being bullied again.

 ◾ In the past, most students caught bullying were found to have continued the behavior for an 
average of another two months before they stopped. Since the anti-bullying initiative began 
three months ago, only one of the last six students caught bullying has been found to repeat the 
behavior.
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By contrast, bullying seemed like a serious problem. At a meeting with Frank Jefferson, four guidance 
counselors, the assistant principal, and the school psychologist, the group concluded that the following 
considerations taken together made a compelling case to tackle the problem of bullying first:

 ◾ The number of bullying incidents was much higher than the number that the principals at the city’s 
other two high schools reported experiencing even though the student body at the other schools 
was not very different from Lincoln High School’s. 

 ◾ The number of bullying incidents had been increasing steadily, from 20 the previous year and 
nine the year before that. 

 ◾ Bullying was probably underreported—indeed, the School COP data indicated that in all but 
four of the 26 incidents it was school personnel who reported the incident, not the victim. 
Furthermore, many school personnel failed to report bullying, opting instead to handle the 
incidents on their own.

 ◾ Bullying creates fear—and not just among its victims but also among other students who are 
afraid they may become victims. Indeed, the school psychologist reported, if allowed to go 
unchecked, in time, bullying can set the tone for an entire school. 

 ◾ School attendance records indicated that 12 of the victims were absent from school two or more 
days after the incident—and every student absence resulted in a loss of state aid.

 ◾ A year ago, a parent had complained about bullying to a school committee member. It would 
not look good for Lincoln High School administrators if another parent approached the school 
committee with a similar problem. 

Analysis
As part of the Analysis stage of SARA, Louise Madison and Frank Jefferson:

 ◾ Identified resources that could help them to analyze the problem

 ◾ Determined the underlying causes of the bullying

 ◾ Identified stakeholders who could help implement solutions

Identifying resources to help analyze the problem. Madison and Jefferson decided they had the time to tap 
three sources of information:

 ◾ School COP

 ◾ A brainstorming session involving the assistant principal, the four guidance counselors, the 
school psychologist, and the teacher association president 

 ◾ Interviews with a few students who had been bullied and a few students who did the bullying
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In April, Madison reassembled the group to share and analyze what they had all learned from using 
School COP:

 ◾ Offenders. Jefferson found that the same dozen students were involved in almost all the 
bullying. In more than half the incidents, the offending students were in groups of two or three 
when they bullied other students. The offenders were not known to be gang members. In nearly 
half the cases, the bullying appeared to involve male students harassing other male students who 
were perceived to be “wimps.” Several of the other incidents involved a boy making suggestive 
comments to a girl but claiming that he was just “flirting.” The rest involved girls commenting 
sarcastically on other girls’ appearance. 

 ◾ Victims. School COP showed that six students were victims in more than one of the bullying 
incidents. There was no pattern for grade level among victims (or offenders). There was no 
pattern in the identity of the girls who were victimized in the boy-girl bullying incidents, but the 
girls bullied by other girls tended to be overweight.

 ◾ Location and Timing. School COP showed that 12 of the 26 bullying incidents occurred right after 
school in the two parking lots. Three of the bullying incidents occurred right before school in 
the parking lots or near the main school entrance. The rest took place in the corridors between 
classes or in the school cafeteria. 

Jefferson’s analysis of the School COP database showed that 12 of the 26 bullying incidents involved verbal 
abuse, while seven incidents involved threats, seven involved physical contact (e.g., shoving), and three 
involved inappropriate gestures.

Finally, based on personal observations and on information in School COP regarding actions taken 
against bullying offenders, members of the group discussed what efforts the school had made 
previously to deal with the problem. Members quickly concluded that in the past school personnel who 
observed the bullying typically told the offending student(s) simply to “knock it off.” Judging by the 
repeat behavior of the offenders and the large and increasing number of incidents, this approach had 
not worked.
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Identifying “stakeholders.” Madison reassembled the group to identify individuals and types of 
individuals who would benefit if the problem were reduced, and to discuss how the school could enlist 
the support of these stakeholders in reducing the severity of the problem. The group decided that they 
could expect support from:

 ◾ Some of the students who had been bullied

 ◾ Some of the parents of the victims

 ◾ The Student Council

 ◾ Some parents in general, including members of the school’s active Parent-Teachers Association 
(PTA) branch 

 ◾ Most teachers and other school personnel

The group divided up responsibility for contacting each of these stakeholders to find out: 

 ◾ Whether they would support the initiative 

 ◾ How they could lend support 

 ◾ What they felt, based on the analysis conducted, would be effective and acceptable solutions to 
the bullying problem 

The group decided that presenting a united front by all school personnel—including district level 
administrators—would be the best way to overcome or neutralize any potential opposition to the 
initiative that might develop among parents of students caught bullying or among other parents.

Finally, based on everything it had learned, the group came up with a definition of bullying. Defining 
the problem clearly—and with numerous concrete examples—was extremely important to be able 
to assess later whether the solutions the school implemented to address it were effective. Just as 
important, the group wanted students—and parents—to know exactly what kinds of behavior 
represented bullying so that no one, when confronted, could argue that their behavior was just 
“teasing,” “flirting,” or “horse play.” The SRO was particularly helpful in distinguishing between 
assault, sexual harassment, and bullying.
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Response
A month later, in May, the group met one more time to discuss the specific steps the school could take 
to address the bullying problem. The group agreed that it would be best to implement strategies early 
in the fall after the new school year had begun, since there were less than two months remaining in the 
current school year. 

The group came up with the following responses:

 ◾ One of the things the group learned from the offenders was that they frequently felt they 
could get away with bullying because most victims are afraid to report it. The group therefore 
recommended that the school take the following steps to encourage reporting:

 — The principal and SRO would make a joint presentation to the school committee at its 
monthly meeting in the new school year (which was carried by the local cable TV station) 
encouraging parents to urge their children report instances of bullying.

 — A guidance counselor and school psychologist would meet with the English department 
head to ask her to have her teachers devote a class during the first month of the fall semester 
to a discussion on bullying.

 — At a school-wide faculty meeting in the fall, Madison and Jefferson would ask all teachers to 
be on the lookout for bullying and to report even minor or ambiguous incidents to the SRO 
or assistant principal before the end of the day or first thing the following morning. 

 — The assistant principal and the SRO would meet with the Student Council to ask it to 
become involved in reporting any bullying incidents.

 — At meetings and through its quarterly bulletin, the PTA— a highly active group at Lincoln 
High School—agreed to encourage parents to urge their children to report bullying. 

 — All of these efforts would include the message to parents and students that, if necessary, 
students could report incidents confidentially—that is, the person to whom they reported 
the incident would agree not to reveal their names to anyone else.

 ◾ As part of the effort to encourage reporting, Madison and Jefferson would distribute a written 
definition of bullying and the school’s anti-bullying policy to every student, parent, and school 
staff member.

 ◾ With the approval of the teacher’s association, Madison rearranged faculty monitoring duties to 
provide more supervision of the parking lots immediately before and after school. Jefferson also 
decided he would spend more time in the parking lots. 
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 ◾ The school psychologist reported that many students who bully actually feel inadequate and use 
bullying as a means of covering up their feelings of insecurity. As a result, the principal decided 
(only with parental permission) to urge every student caught bullying a second time to agree to 
counseling with one of the school guidance counselors.

 ◾ The school psychologist agreed to talk with every victim of bullying to discuss effective responses 
to the behavior and brainstorm what the student might be able to do to help avoid—or respond 
to—a repeat incident.

 ◾ Madison would inform students and parents that the school would take more stringent action 
against students who repeatedly bullied other students than had been taken in the past, including 
suspension and, in intractable cases, referral to juvenile court.

Assessment
Madison and Jefferson’s first step in evaluating whether these responses were successful was to engage 
the group in deciding what it expected these strategies to accomplish. Together, the group came up with 
the following measurable objectives:

 ◾ There will be no more than 13 incidents of bullying from October through May following 
implementation of the strategies—that is, at least a 50 percent reduction during this period 
compared with the same period the previous school year.

 ◾ No student who is bullied during the eight months following implementation will be bullied again.

 ◾ No more than four of the up to 13 bullying incidents that occur during the eight months after 
implementation will involve threats, physical contact, or inappropriate gestures.

 ◾ During the eight-month period, no more than two students who bully will repeat the behavior.

 ◾ An increased proportion of the bullying incidents that come to the school’s attention will be the 
result of victims or other students reporting the problem compared with the previous school 
year.

 ◾ Over half the offenders and victims of bullying will agree to counseling.

 ◾ During the school year, less than 25 percent of the students who are victims of bullying will miss 
any school days following the incident, and no student who does miss school will miss more than 
one day.

Madison asked Jefferson to track these results. The assistant principal and guidance counselors then met 
to discuss how they needed to further customize School COP to make sure they collected all the information 
they would need to conduct the evaluation and to make sure they could search for and compile the 
information easily.
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Analysis
Marquand and DuMaurier decided to approach the analysis phase using two strategies—incident data 
analysis using School COP and interviews with students and teachers to identify suspects. 

First, the SRO blocked out two hours of time after school one day to analyze the three identified types 
of incidents—thefts, property destruction, and trespassing. She used School COP to assist in this process 
by querying the incidents entered into the software over the past year. The software allowed her to easily 
examine the details of all of these incidents. 

DuMaurier found that about 70 percent of the trespassing incidents during the previous semester 
occurred during lunchtime or soon thereafter, or immediately after school let out. So she performed 
an additional search query to identify all incidents in the past year that occurred during lunchtime and 
after school. DuMaurier found out that five of the trespassing incidents occurred on the same day as 
graffiti incidents, two happened on the same day as other property destruction, and six occurred on the 
same day as thefts from lockers. The SRO performed additional analyses and documented her findings. 

In the second part of the Analysis phase the principal, assistant principal, and SRO interviewed selected 
staff and students. 

 ◾ Staff gave specific information about belongings that had disappeared from their rooms during 
lunch. Some teachers also reported seeing up to three different students about 17 years old 
making noise outside their rooms during the period after lunch and sporadically throughout 
the afternoon. 

 ◾ Students who had been victimized also reported having their lockers broken into in the early 
afternoon. The interviewed students revealed a great deal once they were asked about whether 
they thought trespassers might have been responsible for some of these incidents. A few of the 
students personally identified four students they had seen roaming the halls during lunch who 
had either been suspended or transferred to another school for discipline problems.

Going back to School COP, DuMaurier found that two of these trespassers had already been caught 
trespassing at least once the previous semester, and another had been caught three times. All were 
caught at lunchtime by teachers and simply told to leave the school immediately because they did not 
belong there. 



























































Using School COP
A Guide for School Administrators and Safety Personnel

A–11

Administrative Menu 

The Administrative Menu is the gateway to a number of screens that allow you to define codes and 
perform other administrative functions. 

Figure 11 .

Display the 
screen for 
entering 
Incident 
Severity 
Codes (See 
page A–12)

Return to Main Menu (See page A–1)
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